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Charles I and the Earl of Glamorgan

rFHOTJGH the time has, I hope, arrived when it is possible to
JL examine the difficult questions arising out of the Glamorgan

treaty with complete impartiality, it must be remembered that these
questions are not to be solved even by the most impartial person
who approaches the subject from a purely antiquarian point of view.
An antiquary, indeed, may give useful information, to be received
with all due respect, but unless he is familiar with the history and
correspondence of the time, he does not know what is probable or
improbable, and is, therefore, almost certain to draw wrong inferences
from the facts which he has laboriously collected.

It is the more necessary at present to keep this in view, as the
latest contribution to the controversy, which has long been carried
on, is an article in the Academy for 8 Dec. 1888, by Mr. Bound,
who adduces the authority of the great antiquary Dngdale in
favour of the view that a patent of Charles I brought forward by
Glamorgan after the Restoration, as creating him a duke, was a
forgery, from which Mr. Round draws the further conclusion that
Glamorgan may very likely have also forged other documents pro-
duced by him as his warrant for entering into his notorious
treaty with the Irish in 1645..

With Mr. Round I have no wish to enter into controversy. After
a good deal of friendly correspondence, he has, I think, been convinced
by my arguments that several if not all of his obiter dicta on this
matter will not hold water, and it will be better to state my own
view as I proceed rather than to controvert those which were ex-
pressed by him.

At all events, we have to thank Mr. Round for drawing attention
to Dugdale's opinion.

This (says Dugdale, writing on 5 Aug. 1660, after Glamorgan had suc-
ceeded to the marquisate of Worcester of the patent referred to above)
being in truth suspected to be forged, there appearing no vestige of it at
the signet or privy seal, nor any other probable way, and my lord of
Hartford being prepared to make such objections against it as might have
tended much to the dishonour of my lord of Worcester before a committee
of lords—about three days since, the marquis of Worcester was pleased to
tell the lords that he must confess that there were certain private con-
siderations upon which that patent was granted to him by the late king,

 at Florida A
tlantic U

niversity on July 19, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


688 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

which he performing not on his part, he wonld not insist thereon, hut
render it to his majesty to cancel if he so pleased.

In estimating the value of this statement it must be remembered
that Dugdale was likely to be biassed in two ways. In the first place
he was likely to think ill of a man whose whole story if true was
discreditable to the royal martyr. In the second place, as an official,
he was likely to think ill of a document which was not officially
correct, and to suppose that the best explanation of its irregularity
was that it was forged in 1660. If it can be shown that there is
strong ground for supposing that in spite of the irregularity of the
document it had actually passed under the eye of Charles I, we may
safely refuse to follow Dugdale in the inference which he drew, in
necessary ignorance of facts of which we are now cognisant.

In itself the question of the irregularity of this dukedom patent
would only indirectly concern an inquirer into the Glamorgan treaty;
but it is closely connected with another patent granting to Glamorgan
a commission conferring on him very extraordinary powers to com-
mand an army in chief, and embodying the ' certain private con-
siderations ' referred to by Dugdale, and paving the way for his
subsequent employment in Ireland. It is, therefore, necessary to
come to some understanding on the history of both these patents
before proceeding to that of the later documents which Glamorgan
produced in Ireland. As Mr. Round says, if both or either of these
were forged in 1660, there is an end of Glamorgan's credit, and the
warrants which he produced to justify his conduct in Ireland must
be regarded with grave suspicion. If, on the other hand, they were,
however irregular, produced at an earlier date with Charles's know-
ledge and by his orders, the whole argument is inverted, because
the extraordinary nature of the language in which they are couched
makes it likely that the later documents, extraordinary as they
were, were also produced with Charles's knowledge and by his orders.

The commission patent has been printed in Collins's ' Peerage,'
ed. 1812, i. 285. The dukedom patent exists in copy in the Carte
MSS. ftTTiT. fol. 349, and in the original in the muniment room at
Badminton, to which I have been allowed access through the courtesy
of his grace the Duke of Beaufort. A hostile opinion of the former,
which is not now to be found at Badminton, by Anstis, garter king
of arms in the middle of the eighteenth century, is embodied in
• The Case of the Royal Martyr' (p. 141), the authorship of which
is ascribed to Carte, and an opinion also by Anstis, less hostile but
decidedly unfriendly to the dukedom patent, follows the copy of it
in the Carte MSS.

Before examining the evidence of seals and signatures, let us fix
the dates of these two patents. The commission is granted plainly
' at Oxford on the first of April in the twentieth year of our reign,
and the year of our Lord one thousand six hundred and forty-four.'
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 689

The dukedom is granted quarto die MaH anno regni nostri vicesimo
primo, that is to say 1645. Anstis, however, in whose hands the
original had been, perceived that primo is written in different ink
from the rest of the date, and this is quite clear upon an inspection
of the document itself, the word being now quite black, whilst the
remainder of the writing has faded into brown. It may, therefore,
be taken for granted that the real date is 4 May 1644, rather more
t.Viftn a month after the commission patent.

Waiving for the present all questions arising from the insertion
of the word primo, let us ask whether there is anything in the
documents themselves inconsistent with the date 1644. In t>»*g
inquiry it will be better to begin with the commission patent.

The principal concessions there made to Glamorgan are as
follows:

1. To be generalissimo of three armies, English, Irish, and
foreign, and admiral of a fleet at sea, with power to appoint officers.

2. To obtain the money needed for these purposes by contract-
ing for the sale of wardships, customs, woods, &c.

8. To distribute patents of peerages or baronetcies sealed in
blank' to ' persons of generosity,' as a means of making money.

4. Glamorgan's son is to receive in marriage the king's youngest
daughter, Elizabeth, with a portion of 300,0002.

5. The title of duke of Somerset is to be given to him and his
heirs for ever, and also the garter.

No doubt these are startling concessions. The second and third,
however, were only means of raising money for the king; and the
fourth, which is very startling indeed, is corroborated by a letter
written by the Tring to Glamorgan's father, the first marquis of
Worcester.

I mil show (writes the king) my tender care of you and yours; as by
a match propounded for your grandchild, you will easily judge, the particu-
lars of which I leave to your son, Glamorgan his relation.3

Of the dukedom I shall have more to say presently, but the point
of the greatest importance is the earl's appointment to command
by sea and land.

Here we have at least the advantage of hearing what Glamorgan
had to say for himself. On 11 June 1660 he addressed as marquis
of Worcester a letter to Clarendon, which is printed in the
' Clarendon State Papers' (ii. 201). ' Your lordship,' he says,' may

1 The patent only says thai the dates may be filled up, but it i* obvious the names
would have to be filled op too, either by Glamorgan or the king.

1 Dircks, Lift of the second Marquis of WorcttUr, 103. He gives no date to the
letter. I quote the correspondence of Charles with Glamorgan and his father from
this book; bat the reader most be on his guard against Mr. Diroks's chronology. He
sometimes remembers and flOTnptiTTifw forgets that the year began on 25 March,, and,
amongst other consequent mistakes, muhwi Glamorgan go to Ireland twice in 1645
inflt-»«fl of once.
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690 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

well wonder, and the Trî g too, at the amplitude of my commission.'
He then explains how necessary it was, his majesty's design

being that one army of 10,000 men was to have come out of Ireland
through North Wales; another, of a like number at least under my com-
mand in chief, have expected my return in South Wales, which Sir Henry
Gage was to have commanded as lieutenant-general; and a third should
have consisted of a matter of 6,000 men, 2,000 of which were to have
been Liegeoia, commanded by Sir Francis Edmonds, 2,000 Lorrainers to
have been commanded by Colonel Browne, and 2,000 of such French,
English, and Scots and Irish, as could be drawn out of Flanders and
Holland. And the 6,000 were to have been, by the prince of Orange's
assistance, in the associated counties ; and the governor of Lyne [Sing's
Lynn], cousin german to Major Bacon, major of my own regiment, was to
have delivered the town unto them.

Worcester then goes on to say that the pope and catholic princes
were to support this army of foreigners, and that he had power to
treat with the pope and catholic princes by offering the remission
of the penal laws against the catholics.

One thing at least may be gathered from this letter. Glamorgan
could not possibly refer to a commission granted in 1645, because,
as everybody then knew, Sir Henry Gage was killed in January
164}. Here again, therefore, is an undesigned coincidence fi-rinp
the date of. the patent to 1644.

Were all these things, however, proposed by Charles to be done
in 1644 ? Here I have only negative evidence to offer. It would
be rash to assert that we know all of Charles's intrigues in 1645 ;
but thanks to the letters seized at Naseby and Sherburn, we know
a great deal, and we may fairly say that this plan of 1644 was like
that of 1645 with a difference. In 1645 there was an application
to the pope for money to support an army, there was a plan for
bringing an Irish army over, and another for bringing Lorrainers
over with the help of the prince of Orange, but there was no plan
for bringing Liegeois over, as there had been as early as in 1641,
and no- plan for getting possession of Lynn, because by that time
the attempt had been made by Eoger L'Estrange and had failed.
The plan, therefore, as explained in the letter to Clarendon, was
just the sort of one to have been entertained by Charles, and was
yet one which if entertained at all could not have been thought of
in 1645.

If, however, we have only Glamorgan's own evidence that such
a plan was thought of in 1644, we may at least ask whether there
is any reason to think it likely that it was so thought of. Curiously
enough the weeks between 1 April and 4 May, the dates of the two
patents, are the only weeks in the whole of 1644 in which Charles
was in a position to entertain a project of the kind.

The backbone of the whole scheme was the proposed Irish army
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 691

of 10,000 men. The notion of sending it was not Glamorgan's.
It had come from the confederate catholics of Ireland, and its
realisation depended on Charles's consent to certain terms which
the agents of the catholics were to make at Oxford. These agents
arrived towards the end of March 1644, and presented their con-
ditions on the 29th. "Writing on that day to Ormond,' Digby,
the secretary of state, expressed himself as doubtful, but not as de-
spairing of success. On 2 April, however, Sir G. Badcliife informed
the lord lieutenant4 that the Irish had abated their demands. He
then adds :

There is nothing that is scandalous now, nor dishonourable for the
king to treat on. I hear by another hand, not so good, I confess, yet
reasonable good, that we shall have peace, and that they will submit
much to the king.

Surely, if Glamorgan forged his commission in 1660, he was singu-
larly lucky in dating it on the day before this letter was written.
It is true that the amended propositions, as we know from a letter
of Digby's, were presented on the 2nd, not on the 1st, but the
agents were pretty sure to let the king know a day or two before of
their intention to amend them.

Again, it is only on 9 May, five days after the dukedom patent,
that Digby* writes that the feeling at Oxford is too strong against
the proposals of the catholics to enable the king to grant their
wishes, and it is as late as the 16th before Sir George Radcliffe
abandons hope. ' I was till of late persuaded,' he writes,6 ' that we
should have had peace. I now begin somewhat to doubt of it.'
The negotiation was soon after this remitted to Ireland. Once
more, if Glamorgan was a forger he chose his dates well.

The weeks between 1 April and 4 May were, therefore, precisely
those when Charles was full of expectation of being able to come to
terms with the Irish agents, precisely those in which he wanted a
catholic commander for his expected new Irish army, and for any
other foreign levies whose co-operation he might hope to obtain.
He also wanted a commander who was rich enough to enable him
to start the financial operations which would form a necessary basis
for the military enterprise. Such a man was Glamorgan, and it
must therefore be accepted as at least historically probable that his
story was a true one.

Such being the state of the case as far as historical evidence is
concerned, let us turn to the documents themselves. It is true
that there is no official evidence of their having been granted by
the king. They were neither preceded by a royal sign manual nor by
a privy seal, and they were not followed by enrolment on the patent
rolls. Even if everything else had been regular it would have been

J Carte's Ormond, vi. 8L ' Ibid. 84. * Ibid. 109. • Ibid. 120.
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692 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

difficult for the house of lords in 1660, supposing the peers to have
been better disposed towards Glamorgan than they were, to get
over these defects. But this was not all. Not only was the English
of the commission patent very unofficial in its character, but its
seal was everything that it ought not to have been. As Carte
reports from Anstis, it is composed of two great seals clapped
together so as to inclose the label.7 Such a patent could not pos-
sibly be accepted as valid. This is, however, no more than Gla-
morgan himself acknowledged with respect to the commission
patent.

In like manner (he writes to Clarendon),8 did I not stick upon having
this commission, inrolled or assented to by the king's counsel, nor indeed
the seal to be put unto it in an ordinary manner, but as Mr. Endymion
Porter and I could perform it, with rollers and no screw-press.

Endymion Porter, it will be remembered, was believed to be asso-
ciated with a gimi1n.r performance in affixing the great seal to a
document despatched to Ireland in 1641, just before the outbreak of
the Ulster rebellion.

Is there any valid reason for supposing that this story is untrue ?
Glamorgan, according to the hypothesis, was about to be employed
in a secret mission. He wanted powers to enable him to fulfil it,
and he wanted a reward after it had been fulfilled. Whether the
documents which gave him what he needed would satisfy judges
or parliaments, he did not care a straw. If he succeeded, he would
have done that which would reduce judges and parliaments to
impotence. What he wanted was, in the case of the commission,
something to convince those with whom he was about to treat that
he was authorised to treat, and this was precisely what he got, as
the people with whom he had to deal in Ireland or on the con-
tinent were not likely to know whether his commission had been
enrolled, or whether it had been preceded by a warrant or not, and
not likely to examine the form of the seals very closely. As to the
dukedom patent, it was equally without preceding sign manual or
privy se"al or subsequent enrolment, but the seal, which is now at
Badminton, appears to be perfectly in order, and Anstis, who does
not say that there was any fault with it, allows that Willis, who
countersigned it, was the proper officer to do so. I should gather
from this that though Charles wished the dukedom to be kept secret,
there was no reason for such absolute privacy as in the case of
the commission, and that Willis, if, as was probably the case, he was a
trusty person, might be allowed so far to participate in the affair as
to be present at the sealing of the patent.

Having reached this point, I must remind my readers that I
have not undertaken to give positive proof that these patents were

1 The Cau of th» Royal Martyr, 142,143. • Oar. St. P. H. 202.
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 693

genuine. I have only attempted to show that the objections to
them cannot be sustained, whereas the objections to the theory
that they were forged in 1660 are very great indeed.

Let us now take up another objection which has been urged
against the dukedom patent. Why, it is said, if it was really
granted by Charles, was nothing heard of it for sixteen years ? To
some extent I am inclined to accept Glamorgan's answer that the
dukedom was granted conditionally on the service being performed,
and that as the service was not performed, he did not claim the
reward. Yet, though I think this is the truth, it is, I suspect, not
the whole truth. As Carte has observed, the remainder in the
patent of dukedom was not as usual to the heirs of Glamorgan's
body, but to his heirs male, implying that in case of his own sons
predeceasing him the title was to go to his father or his brother.

Is it not possible that the grant of a dukedom to Glamorgan
roused some antagonism between himself and his father, who,
according to a well-known anecdote, was apt to disapprove of any
attempt of the young man to take the lead in his household? As
early as 19 June 1648 there appears to have been some thought
of conferring the dukedom on the father. Charles had written to
Worcester on that date9 ' concerning the changing of your title.'
There are signs after the grant of the dukedom to Glamorgan on
4 May 1644, that the old man was not well satisfied. On 2 Aug.
1644, Charles writes to "Worcester,10 that he is to have the first
vacant garter; the garter, it will be remembered, having before
been promised to the son. Then on 13 Aug.11 Glamorgan writes
a letter of affectionate tenderness to his father, from which it is
evident that there had previously been some falling out between
them, and after this comes an undated letter from Charles to
Worcester, in which is the mention of the marriage for the mar-
quis's grandchild already referred to, and also a reference to an
inclosure, the contents of which are to be kept secret for the
present. Probably the inclosure was a warrant—which is printed
in Dircks's Life—to the attorney or solicitor general to prepare a
bill for the king's signature creating Worcester, not Glamorgan,
duke of Somerset.12 It is dated 6 Jan., the twentieth year of the
reign, that is to say 164f.

All this looks as if there had been something approaching to a
family quarrel. Is it too much to suppose that Glamorgan, who,
excitable as he was, was an attached and obedient son, had got the
Ving to transfer the dukedom to his father ? If this is so, we can
understand not only why Glamorgan did not present his patent of
dukedom for sixteen years, but why he produced it then. As long
as his father lived, the old man had only to send the warrant in
his own favour to one of the law officers and to see that the bill

» Dircks, 64, » Ibid. 103. " Ibid. 76. a Ibid. 104-
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694 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

drawn out by them was signed by Charles. A patent would follow
in due official course. As soon as Worcester died, the warrant,
being granted to him personally, died with him. When Charles EL
returned, Glamorgan, now marquis of Worcester, must either give
up all hopes of the dnkedom or produce the suspicious patent of
4 May 1644. He chose the latter course and signally failed.

There is, indeed, a subsequent letter from Charles to Glamorgan
which is not very easy to understand.

What I can further think at this point (wrote Charles on 12 Feb.
164J-)" is to send you the bine ribbon, and a warrant for the title of
duke of Somerset, both which accept, and make use of at your discretion;
and if you should defer the publishing of either for a while to avoid envy
and my being importuned by others, yet I promise your antiquity for the
one i-nfl the patent for the other shall bear date with the warrants.

It is possible that the father may have given way, and turned
the honours over to his son,14 or it is possible that Charles, foreseeing
the likelihood that Worcester might die before he was himself in a
position to grant the dukedom, openly wished to assure it to
Glamorgan as well. If this is the explanation, Charles's subsequent
misfortunes and the failure of the Irish design put it out of
Glamorgan's power to convert the warrant into a patent in the king's
lifetime. In any case the interpretation of this letter is immaterial
to the main question at issue.1* Hitherto I have treated of the
dukedom patent irrespective of the change of date implied in the
insertion of the word primo. In this it is as difficult to repel the
charge of forgery, as it is to maintain it in respect of the body of
the document. I cannot imagine that the insertion can have been
made except for a purpose; nor is it easy to suggest a purpose
except Glamorgan's anxiety to obtain credit for the patent. To
the later investigator, to myself even more than to Anstis, 1645 is
an impossible date; but to the lords of 1660, 1644 was a date
which could only have been made credible if Glamorgan had chosen
publicly to reveal what he, after his rebuff, made known to

u Kicks, 74.
" Tet Glamorgan subsequently informed Binuccini that the dnkedom was to be his

father's. I draw this information from p. 1100 of the MS. which is usually known as
the Rinucdni Mtmoin, which Lord Leicester has kindly allowed to be deposited in
the British Museum for my use.

u It is also unnecessary to go at length into the question of the grant of the
earldom of Glamorgan. The one solid fact is that a signed bill granting the earldom
was receired at the signet office in April 1645, and that nothing farther was done in
it. At what previous date the signed bill was granted, we have no mwuis of knowing.
If my contention that the commission of 1 April 1644 is genuine be accepted, it most
have been before that date. The position of the earldom was a matter of public
notoriety. In a catalogue of ' new lords created by the king,' printed in London in
November 1645 (Civil War Tracts, Brit. Mas. Press-mark E 308, 30), we find ' the
lord Herbert, son to the marquis of Worcester, created earl of Glamorgan by bill
signed.' The earl of Lichneld was in the »°™« position. He was killed at Bowton
Heath before he could find money to pay the fees of the patent office.
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 695

Clarendon in the letter quoted in an early part of this article.
The date of 1645, on the other hand—the date when his Irish
mission was actually carried out—would seem to the lords to be an
exceedingly probable one. We have here, I suspect, the full extent
of Glamorgan's forgery. There is no wholesale invention of docu-
ments ; but there is an insertion of a forged word to gain easier
credence for what was otherwise a true tale. If Glamorgan bad
forged the whole patent, he would hardly have directed the clerk
who copied it to change his ink at the last word.

I now turn from this preliminary investigation to the main
question at issue, Glamorgan's actual mission to Ireland in 1645.
It is well known that in the course of that year he signed a peace
with the Irish the particulars of which he did not communicate to
the lord lieutenant, and that he produced to them certain documents
signed by Charles which, as he contended, authorised him to enter
upon a secret negotiation. On one side it has been held that these
documents were forged by Glamorgan, but the prevailing opinion
has been that Charles really authorised Hm to conclude the secret
treaty and mendaciously disavowed him when the truth lurked out.
I now propose to show that neither of these viewB is correct, and that
all the evidence consistently points to an explanation of a different
character from either.

Up to the last days of 1644 we hear nothing of any attempt to
employ Glamorgan in any negotiation for a peace in Ireland. The
commission of 1 April of that year had reference solely to the
command of an army and to the raising of the requisite funds for
a military undertaking. On 27 Dec. 1644 Charles wrote to
Onnond16 that Lord Herbert, i.e. Glamorgan, was coming to Ireland
on private business.

I have thought good to use the power I have, both in his affection
and duty, to ingage him in all possible waves to farther the peace there:
which he hath promised to doe. Wherfore (as you fynd occasion) yon
may confidently use and trust hi™ in this, or any other thing he shall
propound to you for my service; there being none in whose honnesty
and zeale, to my person and crowne, I have more confidence.

Then follows the well-known ciphered postscript:
His honesty or affection to my service will not deceave you; but I

will not answer for his judgement.

This postscript has been urged against the view that Charles at
this time contemplated the employment of Glamorgan in a delicate
negotiation; and though it is true that Charles frequently trusted
persons for whose judgment he would have declined to answer, yet
it seems hardly conceivable that if **"'" was his opinion of Glamorgan
he should have sent him to Ireland to carry on a secret treaty with

u Carte's Ormond, T. 7.
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the confederates behind the back of the lord lieutenant. If,
however, he merely meant him to assist the lord lieutenant, and
to use his own zeal and opportunities as a catholic with the
confederates whilst he was guided by Ormond's judgment, the
objection would fall to the ground ; and that this was the true state
of the case I hope to be able to show.

In the first place the idea of sending Glamorgan otherwise than
as a soldier may be traced to a paper to which, as far as I know,
no reference has been made by any previous investigator, but
which contains the instructions which Ormond gave on 14 Nov.
1644,17 to his cousin Barry, whom he then sent on a private mission
to the king. Barry is there ordered to offer Ormond's resignation
of the lord lieutenancy partly on account of his extreme poverty
but also for another reason which concerns us here. Barry is told
to beseech his majesty to consider what I am or may be forced to do,
by way of compliance with the Irish for his service or by his commands,
is more subject to misconstruction and in more danger to be disobeyed,
then if any other that hath no interest in the kingdom nor any kindred
among the Irish should do things of greater favour to them, there being
no possibility to asperse such a man of favouring them for any other
reason than for the king's service and the preservation of the kingdom.

It therefore follows that when the king wrote on 27 Dec. to
Ormond announcing Glamorgan's coming, Ormond had already
written asking to be superseded by an Englishman. Charles, who
declined to accept his resignation, sends him an Englishman to
assist him. Further, we see that Ormond disliked being personally
concerned in making certain concessions to the Irish, and thought
that an Englishman would be a better person to take fhia business
on himself. If Glamorgan was to do this Ormond might, as he
desired, keep in the background and guide Glamorgan with that
judgment in which Charles acknowledged his new emissary to be
deficient.

Such, at least, is what I should expect, if I had to rely on these
papers alone. This, however, is far from being the case. We now
come on a series of remarkable documents, which have been
examined over and over again, but which it is necessary for us to
examine once more.

First come the king's instructions to Glamorgan,1* dated
2 Jan. 164£. A great part of them is concerned with matters
relating to the army which Glamorgan was to command, and to the
peerages which he was to grant. These clauses need only be men-

" Cart* MSS. riii. foL 162. This is the draft and is undated. In vol. n i .
foL 211 ia a later oopy dated 14 Nov. 1646. The Tear is plainly 'wrong, as we know
that Barry went to England at the end of 1644; but the day of the month may be
safely adopted. See the king's letter to Omond, which is a duplicate of one written
on 15 Dee. Carte's Ormond, v. 9.

u Dircks.73.
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tioned here as singularly confirmatory of the genuineness of the
commission of 1 April 1644. It is the first clause with which we
have to do, as bearing upon the peace negotiation. It runs as
follows:

First, you may engage your estate, interest, and credit, that we will
most really and punctually perform any oar promises to the Irish, and as
it is necessary to conclude a peace suddenly,1* whatsoever shall be con-
sented unto by our lieutenant, the marquis of Ormond, we will die a
thousand deaths rather than disannul or break it; and if upon necessity
anything be to be condiscended unto and yet the lord marquis not willing
to be seen therein, or not fit for us at the present publicly to own, do you
endeavour to supply the same.

Even taking this by itself, it may safely be said that it contains
no one word authorising Glamorgan to treat independently of
Ormond. Yet if there could be a doubt, it vanishes upon compari-
son of thin part of the instructions with Barry s paper. We have
the king's mode of answering Ormond's own proposal. Glamorgan
is not to supersede bim, but to assist bim

The next document is a commission dated 6 Jan., of which
we have only a Latin translation given by the author of Lord
Leicester's manuscript.20 This, however, does not relate to the
negotiation, but authorises Glamorgan to levy troops vel in noetro
Ibernia regno, aut aliis qvibusviz partibus transmarinis, the levy of
foreign troops with money advanced by French catholics being at
thia time, as we know from other sources, an object of the queen's
diplomacy.

This commission, according to the author of the manuscript, was
sealed with the great seal and countersigned "Willis, being in this
respect aimilftr to the dukedom patent of the preceding year.

Next come the often-quoted powers of 12 Jan.: *'
So great is the confidence we repose in you, as that whatsoever you

shall perform, as warranted under our sign lrmnnal, pocket signet, or pri-
vate mark, or even by word of mouth, without further ceremony, we do
on the word of a Wrtg and a Christian, promise to make good to all
intents and purposes, as effectually as if your authority from us had been
under the great seal of England, with this advantage, that we shall
esteem ourself the more obliged to you for jour gallantry, in not standing
upon such nice terms to do us service, which we shall, God willing,
reward. And, although you exceed what law can warrant, or any powers
of ours reach unto as not knowing what you have need of; yet it being
for our service, we oblige ourself not only to give you our pardon, but to
maintain the same with all our might and power.

That these words are perilously wide is beyond question; but is
there any reason to believe that they had anything to do with the
Irish peace ? Not only do they seem much more appropriate to

•» U. soon. » Lord Ltietsttr't MS. foL 713. 31 Dircks, 79.

 at Florida A
tlantic U

niversity on July 19, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


698 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

the negotiations which Glamorgan would have to carry on with
foreign powers for the money with which the foreign levies were to
be paid, but the document in which they occur was not adduced by
Glamorgan himself as the ground on which his treaty with the
Irish was founded.

Here is what Glamorgan subsequently wrote to Clarendon a in
explanation of certain parts of the commission of 1644:

The maintenance of this army of foreigners was to have come from
the pope and such catholic princes as he should draw into it,a having
engaged u to afford and procure 80.000Z. a month; out of which the foreign
army was first to be provided for; and the mrim'Tufar to be divided among
other armies. And my instructions for this purpose and my powers to
treat and conclude thereupon, were signed by the king under his pocket
signet, with blanks for me to put in the names of the pope or princes, to
the end the king might have a starting hole to deny the having given me
such commissions, if excepted against by his own subjects; leaving me
as it were at stake, who for his majesty's sake was willing to undergo it,
trusting to hin word ftlnnn.

After this, I feel little doubt that the powers of 12 Jan. were
not connected with the Irish negotiation, but with the financial
arrangements with the pope and catholic princes.

The really important document for our purpose is that of
12 March, as it was this which was produced by Glamorgan aa the
basis of his treaty with the confederate catholics.

We . . . do by these (as firmly as under our great seal to all intents
and purposes) authorise and give you power, to treat and conclude with
the confederate Roman catholics in our kingdom of Ireland, if upon neces-
sity any be to be condescended unto, wherein our lieutenant cannot so
well be seen in, as not fib for us at present publicly to own. Therefore
we charge you to proceed according to this our warrant, with all possible
secrecy; and for whatsoever you shall engage yourself, upon such valu-
able considerations as you in your judgment shall deem fit, we promise
on the word of a king and a Christian, to ratify and perform the same,
that shall be granted by you, and under your hand and seal; the said
confederate catholics having by their supplies, testified their zeal to our
service.

That this document was genuine there can be no reasonable
doubt. It was formerly in the hands of Lingard and afterwards in
those of Canon Tierney. "What became of it afterwards I have been
unable to discover, but I have in my possession a photograph taken
of it by Mr. Bruce whilst it was in Canon Tierney's possession. The
highest authorities assure me that there can be no doubt about its
being actually signed by Charles, and the only question is whether

» Clar. St. Papers, iL 208.
" There is nothing startling in this to those who know the proposals made with

the queen's authority to the pope by Sir Kirnwhn Digby in 1645.
** Ls. I having engaged.
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 699

the body of the document is not also in Charles's handwriting.
Unfortunately, the photograph itself is now too faded to admit of
reproduction by photography, but a facsimile, prepared by the
ordinary process, is published with the present article.

Of this document, it might be enough to say that powers are
limited by instructions, and that however enormous is the authority
conveyed, Glamorgan would be bound only to use them in
Ormond as he was there directed to do : yet it may be observed in
passing that these powers of 12 March agree with the instructions
of 12 Jan. in contemplating a co-operation with Ormond, not an
action taken behind his back.

If, however, it be acknowledged that these powers do not con-
template any action independent of the lord lieutenant, it may be
said that it is immaterial whether they do or not. The real point
at issue, it will be urged, is whether or not Charles gave verbally to
Glamorgan secret instructions to proceed independently. It will
narrow the inquiry into thin suggestion if we remember that the
concessions in Glamorgan's subsequent treaty, which were not in
accordance with those which Ormond was ready to make, were two:
(1) the surrender to the catholics of the churches in their posses-
sion, and (2) the abandonment of the jurisdiction of the protestant
clergy over the catholics.

In the spring of 1645 the question of the churches had not been
even mooted, and as to the question of jurisdiction it was being
fought out on quite different lines, the point at issue being the
jurisdiction of the king, which the Irish wished to overthrow by the
repeal of the acts of premunire and appeals. It is, therefore, hard
to understand how Charles could have verbally authorised Gla-
morgan to make concessions which were not yet demanded, though
lie may have given him a wide latitude to act as occasion served.
Of the probabilities of this latter supposition we shall see more if
we trace the king's policy as revealed in his correspondence with
Ormond.

On 15 Dec. 1644 w Charles had informed Ormond that he was
ready to agree to the immediate suspension of the penal laws in
Ireland, and even to their repeal whenever he was restored to his
rights with the aid of Irish arms. 'But all those,' he added,
' against appeals to Borne and premunire mast stand.'

How staunch he was in this matter of jurisdiction appears from
his letter of 27 Feb. in which he announces to Ormond his readi-
ness, if it is absolutely necessary, to consent to an immediate repeal
of the penal laws instead of waiting till a victory had been gained.

I think (he writes K) myself bound in conscience not to lett slipp the
meanea of settleing that kingdoms, if it may be lawfully, tinder my obe-
dience, nor loose that assistance which I may hope from my Irish subjects,

» C«te's Ornumd, v.9. « Ibid. vi. 258.
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700 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

for such scruples, as in lease pressing condition might reasonably be
stucke at by me for theire satisfaction : I doe therefore p./wmnftiinrl« yon
to conclude a peace with the Irish, whatever it cost; soe that my pro-
testant subjects there may be secure, and my regall authority preserved.
But for all this, you are to make me the. best bargaine you cann, and not
to discover your enlargement of power tOl you needs must. And though
I leave the managing of this greate and necessary woorke entirely to
you, yett I cannot but tell you, that if the suspention of Poinings' act for
such bills as shal be agreed uppon betweene you there, and present take-
ing of the penall lawes against papistes by a lawe will doe it, I shall not

it a hard bargaine.

The important thing here is not that Charles had gone a step
farther than he had gone in December by offering the immediate
taking away of the penal laws, bat that he evidently contemplates
t.Viia offer as the extreme limit of concession. Ormond is to drive
as good a bargain as he can—that is to say, is not to go so far as
that if he can help it, and even in giving these orders he throws
oat a reminder that his regal authority is to be preserved, or in
other words that the acts of premunire and appeals were to be un-
touched. Is it to be supposed that he was at the same time pri-
vately authorising Glamorgan to purchase a peace at any price ? If
so, why did he pile up difficulties for himself by asserting to Ormond
that he was not to be induced to give way on that point ? If his
letter to Ormond had been a public document the double language
would have been intelligible. It is the fact that it was not a public
document which creates the difficulty.

On my supposition that Glamorgan was to assist Ormond in
urging the confederates to be content with this proposed repeal of
the penal laws, there is no difficulty at all, especially as on 27 Feb.
and even on 12 March Charles was still in ignorance of the way in
which Ormond would take the rejection of his proposed resigna-
tion.37 Glamorgan, as is well known, sailed from Carnarvon for
Ireland on 25 March, but being driven by a storm on the Lanca-
shire coast, made his way across country and sought refuge in
Skipton castle.

Here arises a fresh question, which has been often asked but
never answered. Why is it that if Glamorgan was trusted with a
secret mission of such tremendous importance, he was allowed to
stay in England for three months after his shipwreck, apparently
without the slightest attempt being made to hasten his departure ?
I, at all events, find no difficulty. As soon as Charles became
aware that Ormond did not insist on resigning and was quite ready
to take up the negotiation on. Charles's terms, there was no imme-
diate necessity for Glamorgan's presence in Dublin. I must leave

17 BART did not reach Oublin on hf« teium from E^pi"*^ fa*^ 6 Mftmh. Onnond
to Diftbr, 28 March, Carte's Ormond, ri 372
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1887 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN 701

it to those who think that Glamorgan was to have given a secret
consent to much more than this to explain his delay as best they can.

It was not for some weeks that any hitch in Ormond's negotia-
tion appeared. On 8 May the lord lieutenant informed the Iring of
the state of affairs.18 From this letter it appeared that though
Ormond had taken up the negotiation, he shrank from carrying it
on further without the approbation of the privy council at Dublin,
' without whoes approbation all further concessions to the Irish, as
I humbly conceive, will be dangerous and ineffectual to all your
majesty's purposes.' He said that he had read to the council the
duplicate of the letter of 15 Dec., but he had not read to them
another letter enlarging his powers, which was no doubt that of
27 Feb. He had given dissatisfaction to the catholic agents by trying
to carry out the king's instructions to hold back bis final offer of the
immediate repeal of the penal laws, and it was perhaps his wish to
conceal that he was permitted to offer this, before he was actually
driven to do so, that led him to withhold the letter which contained
the permission from the privy council.

At all events this despatch from Ormond made it finally plain
that if Charles's business was to be done, Ormond was not the man
to do it. He was too honourable and straightforward to make
a good diplomatist of the kind Charles needed, and it may be added
that he had too little intellectual originality to convey any positive
recommendations of the. kind which Charles had once been in the
habit of receiving from Strafford.

Ormond's despatch of 8 May was received by Charles on or
shortly before 21 May.*9 When it arrived Charles was in the thick
of the Naseby campaign, and it is no wonder that he merely ex-
pressed his confidence in Ormond without immediately taking any
further steps in consequence of what he had heard. On 14 June,
however, he suffered the crushing defeat of Naseby, when his
cavalry was routed, and his infantry was almost entirely destroyed.
It then became of more pressing importance than before to hurry
on the Irish treaty in order that 10,000 Irish soldiers might land
in England. Accordingly we have a letter from him on 23 Jane,30

expressing his pleasure that Glamorgan was already ' gone for
Ireland.' The letter requesting him to go must have been written
some days before.

Whether Charles gave any fresh instructions to Glamorgan we
cannot say certainly, but no word of information has reached us to
show that he was in Charles's presence at any time since March, and
if there had been instructions in writing they would surely have been
produced to the Irish negotiators, and we should have heard of them
from that side. Curiously enough Glamorgan was not the only secret

3 Carte's Ormond, vi. 278.
» Digby to Ormond, 21 May, Carte's Ormond, v i 287. " Dircks, 82.
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702 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

negotiator despatched at this time to forward the treaty. Colonel
Fitzwilliams, who had come from France recommended by the queen,
was sent over at the same time, and it is to be observed that in con-
versation with him *> Ormond, in compliance with the king's latest
direction to him to bargain, absolutely denied that he had been in-
structed even to take off the penal laws. Fitzwilliams's letter is also
interesting in showing that a new point had been raised. He had
been authorised to offer ' free use of religion, a free parliament, and
the penal laws to be taken off.' The Irish now told him that they
understood these to include the retention for the catholic church of
the churches which they actually held, that is to say about nine-
tenths of the churches in Ireland. This subject, as we know from
another source, had been discussed in May at Kilkenny;3* and
though there was some difference of opinion as to the mode in
which the nlaim was to be made, all were of opinion that it must be
enforced. What i3 equally to the purpose is that the claim for the
release of the Irish catholics from the jurisdiction of the protestant
clergy made its appearance in a paper presented at Dublin on 20
June, and it therefore follows that on this head, as well as on that
of the churches, Charles could not, even when Glamorgan finally
started, have been in a position before 23 June to instruct
Glamorgan either verbally or in writing to give way on two points of
the raining of which he was at that time ignorant.** Yet it was the
acceptance of these very two points in the subsequent Glamorgan
treaty, which distinguished it from that which Ormond, by the
king's instructions, was prepared to sign. "We have now, therefore,
conclusive evidence that if Glamorgan carried out the king's wishes,
it could not have been in consequence of verbal instructions given
Viim in June.

When Glamorgan arrived at Dublin in August he found the
negotiations almost at a standstill. In a discussion held on 22 July
the Irish agents had insisted
that their religion being made by bull from the pope in this kingdom
might be free from the danger of the ancient statutes made before the
twentieth year of Henry VJJLL and the statutes made since; that their
bishops might exercise jurisdiction over their clergy and people as to cor-
rect manners, and that if two or more of their priests were in competition
about their rights to any parish, their bishops might have power to deter-
mine controversy of that kind; that their party might be exempt from
the jurisdiction of the protestant clergy; that the probate of wills, certify-
ing of matrimony, bastards, and matters of tithes, may be decided by
commission derived from his majesty; that the tithes of the clergy might
be wholly employed for bis majesty's service during the wars; that the
Baman catholic subjects might enjoy the churches within their quarters.

" Fitrwilliamfl to Digby, 16 July, SJ*. Don. a Lord Leicatir's MS. p. 290 6.
a Bequests of his majesty's Woman catholic subjects, 20 Jane, Carte MSS. xv.

foL92.
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The request for the abolition of the jurisdiction of the Ving o r of
the clergy, and for the retention of the churches, Ormond refused
to grant.

With respect to the churches Charles was peremptory. On
81 July Charles wrote to Ormond*4 that he would make no new
concessions in matters of religion further than to allow the erection
of Boman catholic chapels in parishes where ' the much greater
number are papists.'

But (he added) I will rather elrase to suffer all extremity then ever to
abandon my religion, and particularly either to English or Irish rebeDs ;
to which effect I have commanded Digby to write to their agents that
were employed hither.

Digby's letter to the agents39 is in the strongest possible terms.
It is difficult to suppose that Charles would have expressed himself
as he did to Ormond, if he had already privately authorised
Glamorgan to conclude a treaty granting what he now said it was
hopeless to expect of him.

So far we have been concerned with the probabilities of the
case on Charles's side. Let us now turn to watch Glamorgan's
proceedings. Of his part in the negotiations which Ormond was
still carrying on when he arrived in Dublin we know nothing, but
on 11 Aug. Ormond gave him a most nattering letter of introduction
to Lord Muskery,* who with the other agents had returned to
Kilkenny to be present at the meeting of the general assembly, to
which Glamorgan quickly followed them.

The result of this mission was the celebrated Glamorgan treaty,
signed 25 Aug., in which Glamorgan engaged in the king's name, in
addition to the concessions which Ormond. had already made, to
abandon the churches, and to grant, not indeed the repeal of the
acts of premunire and appeals, but a freedom of Boman catholics
from the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the protestant clergy. In con-
sideration of this the confederate catholics were to send over 10,000
men to serve the Wng under Glamorgan himself.

The authority which Glamorgan produced was the warrant of
12 March. I have already given reasons for believing that that
warrant was not intended to authorise him to make these two con-
cessions, and I need not repeat them here. It is enough now to ask
whether Glamorgan acted as if he believed himself to be so autho-
rised. From t.hiR point of view it is remarkable that the first thing
he did after signing the treaty was to sign the following protesta-
tion:*7

I Edward Earl of Glamorgan do protest and swear faithfully to
acquaint the King's most excellent Majesty with the proceedings of His

11 Carte's Ormond, vi. 305.
s Digby 10 Mastery and others, 1 Aug., Carte's Ormond, vi. 309.
" Birch's Inquiry, 62. " Cox, Rib. Angliaxna, L app. 117.
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704 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

Kingdom in order to his service, and to the indeannent of this nation,
and punctual performance of what I have (as authorised by His Majesty)
obliged myself to see performed, and in default not to permit the army
intrusted into my charge to adventure it self, or any considerable part
thereof, until conditions from His Majesty, and by His Majesty be per-
formed. GliAUOBGAN.

This might be interpreted as simply intended to appease the
confederates, bat the same cannot be said of the defeasance which
follows and which was signed on 26 Ang.

After stating that an agreement has been concluded, the document
proceeds as follows :**

Yet it is to be understood that by the said agreement the B* HonWe

Edward Earl of Glamorgan doth no way intend to oblige his roost excel-
lent Majesty, other than he himself shall please, after he hath received
these 10,000 men, . . . yet the said Earl of Glamorgan, doth faithfully
promise upon his word and honour, not to acquaint his most excellent
Majesty with *Viia defezance until his Lordship hath endeavoured, as far
as in hi™ lies, to induce his Majesty to the granting of the particulars in
the said articles of agreement, but that done, according to the trust we
repose in our very good Lord the Earl of Glamorgan, we the said Richard,
Lord Viscount Mountgarret <&c. and every of us, for, and in behalf of the
Confederate Catholicks of Ireland, who have intrusted us, do discharge
the said Earl of Glamorgan, both in honour and conscience, of any further
ingagement to us herein, though His Majesty be not pleased to grant the
said particulars in the articles of agreement mentioned; Kn^ thin we are
induced to do by the particular trust and confidence, the said Earl of
Glamorgan hath reposed in us for the draught of the Act of Parliament;
. . . and we are also induced hereunto, in regard the said Earl of Gla-
morgan hath given us assurance upon his word and honour, and upon a
voluntary oath of his, that he would never to any person whatsoever dis-
cover the defezance in the interim, without our consents: and in confidence
thereof we have hereunto set our hands and seals <fcc.

Even more striking than the contents of this curious document
is the omission of that which one would most expect to find there.
Glamorgan is quite ready to give his word and honour upon various
points, but there is no hint here or anywhere else that he gave his
word and honour that the king had verbally authorised him to make
the two concessions which form the backbone of the secret treaty;
and if he did not, what other conclusion is possible, except that
Charles never had done so ?

Having thus shown the difficulties in the way of the conclusion
either that Glamorgan forged the documents which he produced, or
that he was verbally instructed to make the treaty of 25 Aug., I
may ask whether we may not solve the problem by a very simple if
conjectural explanation.39

n Cox, Hib. AngUcana, i. spp. 117.
" I have taien no notice oi a letter tram the king presented by Glamorgan to
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Glamorgan, according to my view of the case, was sent over in
March to take command of an army composed of Irish and others,
and also to smooth the way for Ormond's negotiation of a treaty
of peace by assuring the Irish that Charles would really grant them
relief from the penal laws. When he reached Dublin in August he
had the same mission; but he soon found that the conditions of
success were changed. Unless the two points above mentioned were
granted there would be no peace, and no army for him to bring over
to England. Ormond, if he had been in his case, would have
stopped the negotiations for further instructions. Is it so very
unlikely that Glamorgan preferred to draw instructions which be
had never received out of the almost boundless powers which he
actually possessed, just as in 1660 he did not scruple to add primo
to the date of his patent, not to obtain something which the king
had not granted, but to make it easier for him to obtain that which
had actually been intended for him. Charles was being ruined in
England, and Glamorgan—who being a catholic would be unable
to understand Charles'3 religious scruples, and who had the double
object before him of saving the monarchy and exalting his own
church—would save hhn in spite of himself. When once there was
an Irish army in England, and perhaps an army of continental
catholics as well,40 Charles would forget his scruples.

In proposing this explanation, I have been not unmindful of
Glamorgan's character as it is revealed in his correspondence with
Ormond, a great part of which lies still unpublished amongst the
Carte MSS. TTin further proceedings would form a not uninterest-
ing story, but to recount them would make too long an already
lengthy article. It will be sufficient if I show from other sources
that Glamorgan was' apt to act in the king's name without any
attempt to ascertain the king's wishes.

In December 1645, after his treaty had been discovered and
denounced by Ormond, Glamorgan was at Kilkenny, hoping that the
supreme council would hasten the levy of the army to be placed
under bis command. The council was by this time ready to accept
Ormond's terms, in the expectation that they would be supplemented
by Charles's acceptance of Glamorgan's treaty. The nuncio Einuc-
cini, who had arrived in Kilkenny since the signature of that treaty,

the nuncio. It has been correctly said that its language and its date axe inconsistent
with the supposition that it proceeded from Chailes himself. The obrioos explanation
is that it was written by Glamorgan's secretary on a blank signed by the king. Some
criticism* on the language of this and other documents connected with this anair
would lead one to suppose that those who make them ""fp"» that nh«ri»» wrote
formal documents with his own hand. The flowery language of the patents is no
doubt traceable to Glamorgan; bat that is only what is to be expected.

• Dmnoolin, the French agent, in his despatch of March JJ, 1646 (Archieu da
Aff. Etraigtrts), asks Maxarin at Glamorgan's request for 2,000 Liegeois. This, it will
be remembered, is the number mentioned in Glamorgan's letter to Clarendon, another
undesigned coincidence bearing testimony to its accuracy.

45 VoLI
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706 CHARLES I AND EARL OF GLAMORGAN Oct.

was dissatisfied, and wished Charles to make farther concessions
still. As he could not move the supreme council to ask for them,
he applied to Glamorgan, and Glamorgan's answer was as follows:41

Anno Solatia. 1645, 20 Decambris.

1°. Modo Fax poblico edicto promulgetur ac decem raiin^ militum
tranamittantrtr in AiigHnm, articuli nulli evolgabontor donee private
concesaiones4* a Bege rats habeantnr. Quod net qoam primum terrain
attigerint prsdicti milites absque ulteriore nlin eventus flimrrimfnp, m'ni
quod fretum viginti quatuor boraram spatio trajicere debeant.

2°. Cum Murnhin Ormnnim turn Commissarius Begius, qoam Prorex
ait, cnmqnfi duplex Ola potestas conjongi debeat at Facia articuli efiectam
consequantur, rem totam fonditus destroet ai nunc vel T"""^*" fiat de
Catholico Frorege. Fostea vero ex me sascipiam, Deo favente, Begem,
initio a mn vel ab "-li" Catholico snmpto, prrvatim se obligatnrom alium
qoam Catholicxun Proregem deinceps nullnm in hoc Begno Tinmfnftn̂ TiTti
atqae Episcopos Catholicos, tnm etdam in Farlamentum admittendos,
eumque in fingm confestim Parlamentum convocandum: quod soavius et
facflius fieri potent, ubi leges hnjns Begni, qoibos Catholici redduntnr
regiminifl incapacea, quaaque adhuc vim suam obtinent, abrogate faerint,
quod in se Marohio recipit prsstandum quodque melius et efficacius pro-
curare potent, quam si Catholicus esset.

8°. Statuta sen leges AcademisB Orthodoxs erunt et Catholic®.
4°. Post conclusionem et ante confirmationem articulorum, ai fntoriin

con&Bderatorum Catholicorum armis locus ullus ab hoste recuperetur,
quod ad religionem CathoHcam spectat, eadem ratio habebitur, quam
nunc ineunt in ditione sibi subjecta.

Ultimo quod ad regiminis modum attinet, conailii aupremi corpus
integrum pennaneat, com ea jurisdictione quam nuno habet, et D. Prorex
nullam jurisdiotionem aut acquirat aut exerceat, quam nunc non habet
vel exercet, donee private concessiones rats habeantur.

Fnedictas omnes condiciones fidelissinie prsstans enitar Deomque
testor m'ni TnTmtriagi'mTig et TtflvftTt<T»1iipTi7Tî fl Nuntius adesset, nuQis ex
hisce conditionibus assentiri me potuisse.

Qua vero rudiore jam forma et indigesta exposui ubi per Hberius othnn
licuerit in ordinem accuratiorem redigi curabo.

Hisce interim tanquam summis rerum capitibus strictim propositis
subscribo. GLAMOBGAITDS.

This second secret treaty of Glamorgan, which did not see the
light, explains much in the first secret treaty which was soon to be
made public. Written on the spur of the moment, and certainly
without time to consult the king, it can only have been founded, if
it was founded on anything except Glamorgan's zeal for his church,
on a general power from the king to act as he aaw fit. This is pre-
cisely what Glamorgan claimed to have. He laid before the nuncio
a summary of the powers given him by the king, amongst which is
the following: **

11 Lord Ltxceattr'i MS. foL 1094 6. a L*. the GUmorgmn treaty.
° Lord Ltkester't MSS. p. 1004.
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Est mihi potestas in Ibemia faciendi concessiones (in Proregis sup-
plementum) Catholicorum gratia juxta obsequium quod none STUB Majes-
tati me interveniente pnestiterint, ant secundum anxilinin ab nlin alio
Principe Catholico in eorum gratiam in Anglio. subpeditandtun, idque •"'""
relatione ad nllom alium, ea lege nt negotiom secretum teneant donee
copiffi mete apparnerint.

This evidently refers to the powers of 12 March. As we have
already seen, if they axe taken by themselves those powers might
authorise Glamorgan to do anything. Taken with the instructions
they authorised him to do anything of which Ormond approved.
Glamorgan acted on his powers, but gave no heed to his instruc-
tions.44

Turning back again from Glamorgan to Charles, let us finally ask
what the king had to say about the matter. Of his public announce-
ment, or even of bis letters to Ormond, it is unnecessary to speak ;
but if we want to know the real truth about Charles, we naturally
turn to his letters to his wife. From her he had no secrets, and in
writing to her no reason to paint himself other than he was. When
he tells her that a thing is so and so, we may conclude that it was
so, except so far as we may allow a margin for his habit of self-
deception. "What he told his wife, let the following extracts show."

March 3, 164£.—And now I come to answer the particular concerning
the £ . of Glamorgan, the conclusions whereof are so strangely raised upon
the premises that I know not what to say to them, they are so much against
the way of my reason. For must I be thought an enemy to the Roman
Catholicks, because I will not consent to the destruction of the Protestants
in Ireland; or, because I have disavowed that which is directly against my
constant professions, am I therefore likely to disavow thee ? In a word,
my answer is this, that the same reason which made me refuse my con-
sent to the establishing of the Presbyterian government in England, hath

** It can hardly be thought necessary to addnce farther proof of Glamorgan's
headlong character. Yet it is not without interest to note that at the end of January
164j Binaccini received from Borne a copy of certain articles which had been pro-
posed to Sir Kenelm Digby by Pope Innocent X. (Binoocini, Nunxiatura, 469.) Ac-
cording to thwi») not only the churches in the ^1^9 of ^ ^ confederates, but all the
churches in Ireland were to be restored to the catholics, and Dublin together with all
the places held by Onnond were to be "'iiiwiHî r*^ to th^m, Ormond hitn«lf resigning
his post to a new catholic lord lieutenant. Glamorgan at once, at Binnccini's
instance, proposed to send his brother Lord John Somerset with a copy of these
articles to the king rum olid formd quam si inttr Donanationtm vtstran IUuttrit-
simamttnuinitafimaentvirtuUauetorUatis ntihi facia a rtg* et securiiaiis Domuia-
iioni vesirce XUustristima data per propriam rtgi* tpistolam, iiaut lux pactione* a
rttje confirmentur anitquam tuctuum sit ut alia miUtum septena millia trantmittantur.
(Glamorgan to Binaccini, Feb. 6,164§, Lard Leicester's MS. foL 1069.) In other words,
just as he had promised to urge the t-mg to accept the treaty of August 1645 as
having been drawn up in consequence of the powers given to him, he was now to urge
the long to accept tM« preposterous arrangement agreed to by Sir K. Digby and the
pope, as if it had been hatched in Ireland as the outcome of the tame power. Here
again we see the work of the man who subsequently added the word primo to a patent.

«» CliarUs I in 1646, Camd. Soc pp. 21, 25, 27.
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likewise made me disavow Glamorgan in his giving away the Church
lands in Ireland, and all my ecclesiastical power there, besides my ex-
posing all my Mends to ruin, both being equally and directly against my
conscience, which when I shall forfeit, by giving up the Church of
England to either Papists or Presbyterians, I must not expect to be
esteemed by honest men, or (which is worse) ever to enjoy God's blessing.

March 12.—I believe I did well in disavowing Glamorgan (so far as I
did): for though I hold it not simply 01, but even most fit, upon such a
conjuncture *B as this is, to give a toleration to other men's consciences
that cannot make it stand with mine to yield to the ruin of those of mine
own profession, to which if I had assented, it then might have been
justly feared, that I, who was careless of my own religion, would be less
careful of my word.

March 22.—I find that Sir Edw. Nicholas his gloss upon the Lord
Glamorgan's business hath made thee apprehend that I had disavowed
my hand, but I assure thee I am very free from that in the understand-
ings of all men here, for it is taken for granted the Lord Glamorgan
neither counterfeited my hand, nor that I have blamed him for more than
for not following his instructions, as Secretary Nicholas will more at large
show thee.

Equally to the point is Charles's language to Glamorgan himself.
Writing on 3 Feb. 1646 he says: "

I must clearly tell you, both you and I have been abused in this busi-
ness ; for you have been drawn to consent to conditions much beyond
your instructions, and your treaty hath been divulged to all the world.
If you had advised with my Lord Lieutenant (as you promised me) all
tViig had been helped.

These extracts ought to settle the question. Charles, writing
under circumstances which bound him specially to truthfulness,
gives precisely the same explanation as that which has been drawn
from the negotiation itself.

Of the way in which Charles disavowed Glamorgan much might
be said if the purpose of this article -were to discuss Charles's cha-
racter. It is enough to remember that Glamorgan personally was
not a sufferer, except so far as the failure of his plans made him
one. Charles did not—as Elizabeth punished Davison—punish a
faithful servant who had exceeded his instructions in reliance on
the vague and unlimited powers with which he had been entrusted.

SAMUEL R. GABDINHB.

- • Conjestme' in MS. *» Dircks, 1S4.
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